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- Th MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sh et with the correspondence address — 
Peri d for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH (S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 24 March 2000 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) E3 The drawing(s) filed on 24 March 2000 is/are: a)D accepted or b)El objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) Q Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) Q Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) IS Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 2 . 6) O Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-20 are pending in this Action. 



Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because the contain copy marks 
and hand written elements (See e.g. Fig.l). Additionally, some 
of the text is sufficiently close to the top margin as to 
complicate examination of the content of the drawing (See e.g. 
*Fig. 1") A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings 
are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment 
of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be 
held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122 (b) , by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language . 
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4. Claims 1-4, 6-9, 11-14, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 
U.S..C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Raverdy et al. (U.S. Pat. 
No. 6, 324, 619, filed February 25 th , 1999) (hereafter Raverdy). 

Claims 1 and 3 

Raverdy teaches a method of managing software components 
substantially as claimed (See Abstract; col. 2, li. 26-38) 
comprising: 

* deploying one or more software components..." 

Raverdy teaches deploying interoperating software components 
(^objects") on a plurality of computer platforms functional to 
execute a business application (col. 2, li. 50-61); 

* monitoring said components with an Administrator.." 
Raverdy teaches an Administrator (* adaptation manager" ) 
functioning as a central administration program independently of 
the components (fig. 6, ref.630; col. 7, li.5-16; col. 14, li.51- 
55) . 

* determining a need to reconfigure..." ; 
^modifying or replacing one or more components..." 

Raverdy teaches the adaptation manager functional to, upon a 
determination that a need to reconfigure exists (* receiving a 
registered adaptation event"), modify or replace one or more 
component (col. 2, li. 58-61; col. 12, li. 32-41); 
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* wherein said monitoring, said determining, and said 
modifying.." 

Raverdy teaches a method wherein monitoring, determining, and 
modifying are performed without reference to the computer 
platforms (col. 5, li. 44-59). In addition, Raverdy further 
teaches developing an object-oriented application utilizing the 
CORBA specification (See e.g. col.l, li. 60-67). At the time of 
the invention, it was inherent that use of the COBRA 
specification in an object-oriented development environment 
allows for the communication of programs and objects existing on 
different computer platforms (See "Microsoft Computer 
Dictionary, 4 th Edition" Microsoft Press, 1999, p. 114). 

Raverdy also teach a method wherein an application is 
replaced or reconfigured without being terminated (* reflective 
method [operable to adapt objects at run-time] "; col. 2, li.39- 
49; col. 6, li.58 to col. 7., li.3). 
Claim 2 

Raverdy further teaches a plurality of computer platforms 
geographically separated from each other ("distributed 
application execution environment"; col. 2, li. 27-35, li. 50-61). 
Claim 4 

Raverdy further teaches a distributed execution environment 
but does not expressly disclose that the Administrator comprises 
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a distributed program. It was inherent at the time of the 
invention, that in a distributed development environment, as 
taught by Raverdy (col. 2, li. 27-35, li. 50-61), applications are 
non-centralized, and may be performed across computing systems 
connected over a network performing different tasks (See 
^Microsoft Computer Dictionary, 4 th Edition" Microsoft Press, 
1999, p. 147) . 

Claims 6-9 

These claims represent the system executing the method 
disclosed in Claims 1-4, respectively. The are rejected for the 
same reasons as stated above with the system disclosed as 
follows (col. 4, li.48 to col. 5, li.32). 

Claims 11-14 

These claims represent the medium storing the instructions 
for the method disclosed in Claims 1-4, respectively. The are 
rejected for the same reasons as stated above with the medium 
disclosed as follows (col. 4, li. 53-62; fig.l, ref.106 & 108). 

Claims 16-19 

These claims represent the data signal carrying the 
instructions for the method disclosed* in Claims 1-4, 
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respectively. The are rejected for the same reasons as stated 
above with the data signal embodied as follows (col. 4, li.10- 
45) (See also fig.l, ref.102). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5, 10, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Raverdy, as applied to claim 1 above. 

Claim 5 

Raverdy further teaches wherein monitoring comprises 
receiving messages containing changes in application status 
(* system events [triggered by system level adaptation policies 
at run-time]") since the receipt of a last message (col. 10, 
li. 46-55). Raverdy does not expressly teach that the message 
contains only changes in status since receipt of the last 
message. Official notice is taken that during normal, 
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sequential run-time processing of an application, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that a second 
message requiring a modification (*the triggering of a system 
event" [as observed by the adaptation manager]) would report 
only on changes in status occurring since the previous message. 
This would have been obvious because the inclusion of 
information unrelated to the second system event prior to the 
occurrence of a first system event would clog performance and 
hinder system efficiency. 

Claim 10 

This claim represents the system executing the method 
disclosed in Claim 5. It is rejected for the same reasons as 
stated above with the system disclosed as follows (col. 4, li.48 
to col. 5, li.32) . 

Claim 15 

This claim represents the medium storing the instructions 
for the method disclosed in Claim 5. It is rejected for the 
same reasons as stated above with the medium disclosed as 
follows (col. 4, li. 53-62; fig.l, ref.106 & 108). 



Claim 20 
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This claim represents the data signal carrying the 
instructions for the method disclosed in Claim 5. It is 
rejected for the same reasons as stated above with the data 
signal embodied as follows (col. 4, li. 10-45) (See also fig.l, 
ref .102) . 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Matthew 
Gubiotti whose telephone number is (703) 305-8285. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F, 8-4PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be 
reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are (703) 746-7239 for regular communications and (703) 746-7238 
for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 30S-3900. 



Conclusion 



MPG 

July 18, 2003 




